This paper examines the work done by formulations in the service of pursuing solutions to disputes between neighbours in a community mediation setting. In particular, it shows how mediators formulate the talk of mediation clients -the parties in dispute -in a particular sequence of activities. Parties' complaints are formulated by the mediator, often proposing common ground between them. Mediators ask 'solution-focused questions' (SFQs), which are treated in mediation training as a key method for effecting client-generated solutions to neighbour disputes. Drawing on a collection of 30 recorded mediation sessions between mediators and their clients, conversation analysis shows how formulations do more than (or do not necessarily) 'summarize' what clients have said. Rather, they do institutional work of various kinds, including reconstructing clients' versions of events and initiating sequences in which decisions about change are accomplished. In other words, formulations are at the heart of the mediation process, in which mediators attempt to scaffold clients to come to an agreement about ways to move forward, without giving direct instruction or advice.
INTRODUCTION
Mediation is a method of conflict resolution, often positioned as an alternative to courts and legal processes, through which people involved in a dispute attempt to resolve their differences. Mediators act as impartial third parties and aim to guide parties to bring about their own solutions. When clients come to mediation, their complaints and experiences are routinely summarized, or formulated, by the mediator. The paper examines a particular practice in mediation in which such formulations co-occur with questions that seek to get clients to make suggestions about ways out of the conflict. These questions are commonly referred to as 'solution-focused questions' (SFQs). We focus particularly on a sequence identified in both individual meetings (in which mediators talk to disputing parties individually) and 'round table' sessions (where both parties are present) in which mediators 1) produce formulations: summaries that proffer the mediator's candidate understanding of what the clients have said about the problem (Heritage and Watson, 1979) , and then 2) produce SFQs. We will see how formulations work to progress the mediation from sequences of problem description and troubles tellings to the work of mediation: finding solutions to the dispute.
Let us start with a brief example of the sequence we examine in our subsequent analysis. In Extract 1, two parties, Deb and Terry, are in mediation with two mediators (M1 and M2). Their dispute is about noise: Terry has complained that he "can't get a good night's sleep" and we join the mediation as Deb describes what she has done to try to be quieter. Our focus is on M1's summary formulation ("So you both feel…", lines 1-6) of the clients'
Extract 1: NM-C252RT2
perspectives on their noise dispute (lines 13-14), followed by an SFQ ("Is there anything that might (2.8) change that,", line 20). M1's summary "involves summarizing, glossing, and developing the gist of the informant's earlier statements" (Heritage and Watson, 1979: 100) .
Formulations such as these work frequently to provide the gist or upshot of previous talk. As Bolden (2010:8) points out, "such formulations are sequence-initiating actions: they function as requests for confirmation, making a response (a confirmation or disconfirmation) conditionally relevant from the addressee". M1 therefore makes a 'recipient formulation', one which is "commonly used by an institutional agent (such as, a therapist or an interviewer) to reformulate and operate on the layperson's (e.g. a client's or an interviewee's) words" (ibid.).
Note that M1 is not formulating a stance toward the dispute to which she has primary epistemic access, but rather one which summarizes the stances of the clients, who each have primary access to their own stances.
The sequential relationship of the solution-focused question to the formulation is one which we will see repeated in the analysis section. Note also that M1's formulation comes at a point where the clients are simultaneously struggling to formulate a next action and starting to compete for turns (lines 7-11). As such, the formulation achieves two key things. First, as Bolden (2008) notes, it initiates a new sequence precisely at the point where the clients make competitive incursions into each other's turns (note the multiple overlapping turns between lines 7-11; see Wells and MacFarlane, 1998) .
Second, it constructs the parties to a dispute as nevertheless having something in common: that they both feel uncomfortable. The formulation is therefore also a place to transform clients' descriptions from individual, one-sided and heavily invested stances towards the dispute, into something two-sided and reciprocal, in order to serve the institutional aims of mediation. Terry (line 15) and Deb (line 19) confirm, minimally, M1's version of their perspectives on the noise dispute, although their confirmations are placed differently: Terry confirms M1's formulation that they "both feel uncomfortable", while Deb confirms M1's unpacking of each side's stance towards the situation.
The data for the current paper come from a large scale qualitative study of neighbour disputes, which examined not just mediation sessions like Extract 1, but also initial telephone queries into mediation services, as well as calls from members of the public to environmental and housing services and police-suspect interrogations about criminal-level neighbour conflict (see Stokoe and Edwards, 2009 ). While little research on neighbor disputes themselves has been undertaken (see Stokoe, 2006) , researchers have engaged in a great deal of work on the management of such disputes, particularly on mediation and its practices.
Much of the research has focused on participants' experiences of mediation and their evaluations of mediators and the mediation process, or on mediators' reports about their strategies for (un)successful mediation (e.g., Alberts, Heisterkamp and McPhee, 2005; Goldberg, 2005) . For example, Wall, Dunne and Chan-Serafin (2011) noted that a recurrent theme in mediation research has been its focus on mediation styles and strategies, from "evaluative-directive" or "narrative," to "problem-solving" or "understanding-based". Their review also noted extensive research-based advice to mediators for managing the process as well as the behavior of disputing parties (e.g., "be neutral," "evaluate," "improvise," "obtain trust") and they also noted that there has been substantial research focused on outcomes for disputants (e.g., finding agreement), mediators (e.g., indicators of success, continued funding of service) and third parties (e.g., reduced use of court and police resources: see Charkoudian, 2011) .
Mediation research has generally been conducted via the collection of self-report data, survey responses, and/or interviews, with little attention paid to tracking the "momentto-moment activities that shape meaning, realities, and outcomes" (Glenn and Susskind, 2010:118 Greatbatch and Dingwall, 1997; Jacobs and Aakhus, 2002; Trinder, Firth and Jenkins, 2010) . To the best of our knowledge, detailed examinations of solution-focused questions have rarely been studied in mediation, though a handful of other studies focus on 'solutionfocused' approaches in therapeutic settings (e.g., Bowles, Mackintosh and Torn, 2001; Gale and Newfield, 1992) . In Fitzgerald and Leudar's (2012) study of psychotherapeutic interaction, they focused on how therapists manage to be 'non-directive'. They noted that "therapists who claim to practice non-directive, non-authoritarian therapy nevertheless exercise subtle means of influencing their clients" (p. 13). One way that they did this was through formulations, which they show were "used to guide clients to think along lines conducive to change" (ibid.). Relatedly, van der Houwen's (2009) analysis of formulations focuses on their role in televised small claims disputes, although, unlike the courtroom, the mediators' role is to maintain impartial rather than make judgments.
As we can see in Extract 1, the mediator's formulation sets up a slot for a question directed towards the clients, "Is there anything that might (2.8) change that". The question is central to the work of mediation: facilitating dispute resolutions that come from the clients rather than the mediator. The question is an example of one of the tools of 'solution-focused' practice, which, in turn, originates in 'solution-focused brief therapy' (SFBT) (Molnar and de Shazer, 1987) . This approach to therapy is 'goal-directed', and works with the assumption that recognizing that although the history and roots of disputes may be complicated, their solutions can be less so (de Shazer, 1994 Maynard and Schaeffer, 2006; Stokoe, 2013) . In order to build a collection, then, we identified 'future hypothetical' questions as the closest to idealized SFQs and focus on the way formulations provide a sequential context for their placement in mediations.
The majority of our analysis focuses on representative examples of formulations of clients' complaints or experiences when they are both co-present with the mediator, in 'round f. Mediators produce multiple iterations of formulation-SFQ sequences.
Mediations typically last an hour or more, so we will attempt to provide sufficient context for readers to understand the location and sequential organization of the target phenomena in these long encounters.
From formulation to SFQ
Formulations of clients' complaints, perspectives and experiences appeared in the mediation sessions, as a key resource for mediators to progress the mediation from one phase to another. Extract 2 comes from an individual meeting (although the interaction is multiparty, not dyadic) in which formulation and subsequent SFQ is combined into one turn. Two mediators are present, and the party is three people: a mother (Susie), her daughter (also called Susie -who does not speak in this extract) and the mother's friend Carla who is there for support. Susie's neighbours have complained about her noisy children. M1 has asked, "What happens if you actually come across each other in the street?" Susie has responded with a story about how she has good relationships with everyone in the street but that this particular neighbour ignores her. Carla concludes the narrative by reporting an incident when they all met in the local pub.
Extract 2: NM-C261P2 Having come to the end of their response to M1's question, which embeds a complaint about Susie's neighbour, both Susie and M2 take turns that formulate, or start to formulate, some prior or incipient activity. What is interesting about this extract is that while there is no 'textbook' formulation of Susie's version of events (e.g., "so your neighbour ignores you when she sees you"), both S (line 9) and M2 (line 10) move towards a next action with turns initiated by the discourse marker "so". As conversation analysts have pointed out, 'so' also routinely appears in turn initial position in formulation turns (Bolden, 2009 ). Bolden (2009: 302) notes that, in this position, "so … serves to characterize the upcoming action as introducing the conversation's first intended topic-something that was projected by the very act of initiating the contact and oriented to by participants as having been pending or incipient". In this case, a solution to the dispute is the reason for the encounter. Susie's "so:,", which is both a stand-alone turn constructional unit and trails off, does not supply an explicit upshot but marks that one might be relevant, which is then picked up by M2. M2's question "So how would you li:ke things to be." is a vehicle for the SFQ -it is a future-oriented hypothetical question, but also formulates the upshot of the reason for their encounter:
identifying a path to a different relationship between the neighbours. Similarly, Bolden (2008) finds that "so" appears in turns that move to business in institutional talk of various kinds.
After M2 asks the SFQ, there is a delay (line 11) and then Susie responds with a 'wellprefaced' turn, which conversation analysts have shown "operate as general alerts that indicate non-straightforwardness in responding" (Schegloff and Lerner, 2009: 91) . Susie's response is somewhat idiomatic ("back to normal"), but she indicates trouble in unpacking her meaning with the pause and the trail-off "um::," at the end of her turn. After another gap, M2 supplies a candidate analysis of what "back to normal" means (line 14). As we will see, it
was typical that mediators provided responses to their own SFQs, as a way of working towards a solution without providing advice directly, something which they are mandated not to do (see Weatherall, 2015) .
In Extract 3, we return to the session we first encountered in the Introduction in which both parties and two mediators are present. So far, Terry has complained about Deb's noise when he goes to bed. Deb has said she has made "considerable effort to reduce the noise" and this has affected how she lives her life. Terry says that Deb talks too loudly when she gets home from a night out, and does not respect him. Deb says she does respect him. We join the session as Terry concludes the latest iteration of his complaint about Deb.
Extract 3: NM-C252-RT The iterative nature of formulations and SFQs is oriented to in M2's first formulation of the parties' stances: he notes that they are here 'again' and that he 'states the obvious' (lines 36-7). The extract contains the same component actions seen earlier: the formulation is preceded by complaining; M2 formulates the parties' problem as reciprocal and shared rather than as two distinct issues ("You have-we have this overlap then in lifestyles", line 37).
The self-repair, from 'you have' to 'we have' works to produce the mediation as a collaborative enterprise between the clients and the mediators. At this point, M2 has not asked a question but uttered a declarative formulation which is not confirmed by either party.
M2 takes the next turn, adding another declarative which formulates the upshot of the mediation process (line 38), and then M2 adds a further declarative statement to summarize 'where things stand' ("either something changes:, (1.0) or: it stays the same."). Neither client appears to treat these formulations as requiring confirmation (lines 41, 45).
Like previous extracts, M2 provides a candidate answer to the clients' problems in terms of what could change ("it could be a physical thing, it could be a (conceptual) thing:"), but this precedes the SFQ rather than follows it. The "I don't knows" that preface and end his list work to construct M2 as having no stake in any particular solution that the clients may come up with (Edwards, 1995) . In this way, M2 manages to introduce possible solutions without favouring any of them. Although we do not know, without video, if M2 selected one of the clients to respond, it seems as though neither responds and so M2 asks a direct 'HousingCo' is a pseudonym for the housing association that the parties are tenants of.
Extract 7: NM-C261-RT like to 'agree' on. At this point, neither party has stated that they would like to agree anything, but have both described the things that they would like to happen. The formulation works to turn these individual descriptions into something reciprocal; something that, as we saw in earlier extracts, creates common ground between the parties.
In order to identify it clearly, we have separated the formulation from the subsequent From lines 1-6, M1 formulates Terry's version of the problem. The formulation is positioned sequentially before a yes/no question which incorporates a candidate solution ("wouldn't it…" … "put soundproofing in"; lines 14-15). The notion of soundproofing has come from M1, not the clients and, as such, is antithetical to the mediation process. Notice the way M1 attends to this; she describes Terry's problems, and then presents her solution as something she happened upon rather than had worked out before the mediation started ("I'm just thinking…", line 8; "and the thought is", line 14). Thus, like in Extract 8, the 'and-preface' to her solution articulates "a 'missing' element of the addressee's preceding talk" (Bolden, 2010: 5) and is built off a formulation of Terry's version of events ("what you're saying is", lines 10-11).
Here, then, is the solution that the parties work with until the end of the session. The parties agree, eventually, to share the cost of soundproofing if an expert suggests strongly that this would improve the noise insulation between Terry and Deb's homes. Terry's initial resistance to this solution is gradually replaced by an alignment with it. Interestingly, it is a solution that avoids either party agreeing to change their behaviour; the problem is relocated to the material environment. While this may, indeed, be the cause of many noise disputes, it works entirely against the written practice of mediation, in mediators guide people towards agreeing to change their behaviours. However, the challenge of mediation is also that mediators are experts; professionals; consulted on how to improve relationships in situations where people have failed to resolve issues for themselves. Clients want mediators to side with them and not be impartial; to provide solutions not leave it for them to 'sort out differences' (Stokoe, 2013) . The challenge of mediation can be found in formulations and solution-focused, or, here, solution-proposing questions. Solutions are the work of mediation; but they are not necessarily the work of clients.
Similar observations can be made in the other example presented, in which Susie, Diane and Paul also seek to resolve their noise problems.
Extract 10: NMC261RT Like Extract 9, then, it is mediators' solutions, carefully managed to avoid staking a personal claim in them, but built off formulations of (actually unproductive) things that clients say, that are taken forward by the participants. In both cases, the 'complaining' partiesTerry, and Diane/Paul -resist the proffered solution but eventually coalesce; the complained-about parties -Deb and Susie -are quicker to align with it. Solution-focused questions do not readily generate solutions, but they are put to use in the service of subtlydone mediator-proposed solutions, which are, in turn, built off subtly-done formulations of clients' turns at talk.
CONCLUDING REMARKS
This paper has examined the work done by formulations in the service of pursuing solutions to disputes between neighbours in a community mediation setting. Our analysis has focused on the way that mediators formulate the narratives offered by mediation clients -the parties in dispute -in a sequence of actions that provide an interactional environment for 'solutionfocused' questions (SFQ). Such questions are treated in mediation training as a key method of effecting client-generated solutions to noise and other sorts of neighbour disputes.
However, while SFQs did not readily generate solutions, they were put to use in the service of subtly-done mediator-proposed solutions, which are, in turn, built off subtly-done formulations of clients' turns at talk.
Specifically, the analysis identified distinct formulation-SFQ sequences. Formulations were typically preceded by parties complaining or arguing; mediators formulated either one party's version of, or stance towards, the dispute, or propose something that both parties share. Formulations therefore work to mutualize the dispute such that mediators can foreground common ground between the parties as a way of bringing about movement towards solutions. Clients either confirm, or, more typically, reject or disattend the formulation. We also investigated the moments in which 'solutions' actually occurred in mediations, and how they came about. In the cases examined, it was mediators, not clients, who proposed solutions, albeit as if emerging from earlier talk from clients, or as the kinds of solutions that other clients have reached in similar mediations. Making suggestions works against the written practice of mediation, in which mediators guide people towards identifying their own solutions. However, the challenge of mediation is also that mediators are experts; professionals; consulted on how to improve relationships in situations where people have failed to resolve issues for themselves.
The paper has contributed to what we know about the institutional uses of formulations and how they work to accomplish the goals of an organization. When compared to other institutional uses of formulations, we have seen that mediators use formulations to be accountably non-directive (cf. Fitzgerald and Leudar, 2012) while simultaneously steering clients towards solutions. Mediators formulate the gist of prior talk in terms of clients' experiences or stances towards their dispute (Heritage and Watson, 1979) and orient them towards future actions (Gafaranga and Britten, 2004) . However, as we have seen, mediators use formulations to precede another action that functions to get clients to commit to changing their behaviour: the SFQ. Formulations are at the heart of the mediation process, in which mediators attempt to scaffold clients to come to an agreement about ways to move forward, but without giving direct instruction or advice. Mediation's particular constraints and ideology can be found in these sequences. Solutions are the work of mediation; but they are not necessarily the direct work of clients. The overriding challenge of mediation can be found, therefore, in the iterative practice of formulation-SFQ sequences.
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